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practices are critical sources for goal definition lead to goal theory in a
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in general, that stress task goals minimize the negative effects that may be
agssociated with social diversity. Ability goal stresses tend to enhance the
negative effects. The principle is that as one puts the focus on self,
including one's ethnic and cultural identity, bad things may happen, but
putting the focus on the task tends to reduce the role that perceptions of
self, over which the teacher has little control, may play in the learning
process. The operative advice that emerges is to put the focus on the culture
of the school and not the culture of the child. Changing focus on self to
focus on task needs and deserves cross-cultural testing, but it seems
promising for creating optimum school cultures for children of diverse
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CONFRONTING CULTURE WITH CULTURE:
Creating Optimum Learning Environments for Students of Diverse Sociocultural
Backgrounds

Martin L. Maehr!
The University of Michigan

Issues of “culture” and “achievement™ have been a perennial if not a persistent interest of social
scientists (e.g., McClelland, 1961; Weber, 1930; Stevenson & Stigler, 1992). From time to time,
they have been the object of alarm on the part of economists, government officials and the
business community (e.g., Thurow, 1992). Currently, these twin issues seemingly present an
almost insurmountable challenge to educators. It is not the surfeit of cross-national comparisons
that causes one to consider these issues, in the main. The immediate cause is the diversity that
schools confront in their students. In almost any country, region or community, educators
increasingly point to problems confronted by having to deal with children who diverge from a
presumed cultural norm. We live in an age of world-wide immigration and migration that more
and more makes cultural diversity within any country---or community---the rule rather than the
exception. We also live in a world in which, more and more, all want, demand and increasingly
are gaining access to a publicly supported education.

The good of this is easy to denote; the challenges, sometimes difficult to overcome.
While demanding across-the-board national standards, we fail to recognize the several challenges
that culturally diverse schools confront in applying them, let alone meeting them (cf. Maehr &
Maehr, 1996). The problems posed here are of course not only multiple but multidimensional. It
is questionable whether schools qua schools can handle the array of social, medical, economic,
legal and other problems that are often associated with this diversity---and still retain a central
concern with learning (though some are trying (e.g., Comer, 1980; 1997)). But engage children
in the process of learning they must. For arguably, this is the raison d’étre of school. And, in
this they are confronting the severest of challenges.

How does one elicit school engagement, a personal investment in school learning, from
children---regardless of sociocultural background? By providing special programs that meet
their “needs”? Maybe. Perhaps it is possible to do this---at times. Most of the time it cannot be
done. Teachers deal with thirty or so students of differing social, cultural and ethnic
background---and with as many sets of “needs” as there are children. Schools as a whole deal
with even larger groups and with no less diversity. For such reasons of economy as well as for at
least one other more important reason we have increasingly given thought to an alternative
approach.

Two decades or so ago, I (cf. Maehr, 1974) was working in several inner city, culturally
diverse schools in which a major complaint was that ‘these children simply were not motivated.’

Ta paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA, April,
1998.



Then, maybe yet now, the prevailing assumption was that there was something wrong with the
child: their home background, their poverty, their lack of the “right values” made them
lackadaisical, disinterested, unmotivated. But gradually it dawned on me (and thankfully a few
others) that just possibly this was not a child problem, but a school problem. For, like Joan Duda
(1980; 1981) in her observations of Navajo children, I found them often to be quite “achievement
oriented” in certain extra-school contexts---like on the playground, among their groups and
gangs, in the business, work and play of the streets. What was there about these different
contexts that seemed to make a difference? Perhaps there was something that the school was
doing that was wrong and something the school could do that would make it right so far as
engaging children in learning is concerned. At the time, there was precious little of a practical
nature that could be said in this regard. There is much more that can be said now. The purpose
of this paper is to summarize what that “much more” is.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The definition and study of “Motivation” and “Culture” have both changed drastically in the past
twenty or so years. Social cognitive theories of human behavior and development have
eventuated in new perspectives on the nature, origins, and effects of motivation. Needs and
drives are not the constructs of choice; purpose and self are. Consideration of the results of
motivation is no longer largely limited to observations of the direction of behavior but
increasingly focused on the “quality” of the action taken: The strategies employed in
approaching a learning task, evidence of deep or shallow thinking, even creativity (for a recent
review see Maehr & Meyer, 1997). Ways of conceptualizing the environment have also
changed. For example, the concept of “Culture” has not only been applied in a variety of new
ways (e.g., Denison, 1985; Hofstede, 1991; Maehr, Midgley et al., 1996), but has also been
subjected to redefinition. It too has been influenced by the cognitive revolution, one result of
which is that it is less site and artifact bound and more thought driven (e.g., Olwig & Hastrup,
1997). All of this has provided a basis for an as yet not fully realized shift from thinking about
motivation as an internal disposition that differentiates individuals toward a consideration of the
construction of motivation in context. That basis evolves especially though not exclusively out
of an increasing recognition of the role of purpese in determining whether and how a person
invests in a task.

Purpose and Personal Investment

Purpose has been part and parcel of most if not all theories of motivation, past and present. But
it is current work associated with “goal orientation theory” that leads me to suggest that we can
and should now move away from thinking so exclusively about motivation as a feature of the
individual to considering motivation as heavily a function of context (for reviews see Maehr &
Pintrich, 1991; Anderman & Maehr, 1994; Urdan & Maehr, 1995; Urdan, 1997). Within this
now vast literature there are several findings that are especially important for the topic of
‘Culture, Motivation, and Schooling.’



*A Focus on Task and Ego Goals. While one may imagine the existence of multiple
goals, two appear to be of primary importance within achievement settings such as schools:
Task and Ego.? These two purposes differ in a number of ways, as can be seen in Table 1.
Briefly summarized, in the former, the focus is on the task per se; in the latter, focus is on self,
in school settings often on performing competitively and demonstrating that one is “smarter”
than others.

Table 1 here

*Goals as Constructions in Context. There is now an increasing body of information to
indicate that a goal is not just a trait of the person, but often if not always a construction of
meaning in a particular context (e.g., Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996). Thus, individuals come
with views regarding what school is about, how one is to act there, etc. But they may also
construct a particular view of a particular classroom, or adopt different orientations in reference
to specific tasks.

*School Policies & Practices serve as important, critical sources for goal definition. That
students are influenced in goal construction by school policies and practices was anticipated
from the start. Indeed, goal theory in its present form is deeply indebted to earlier research on
the effects of evaluation procedures (e.g., Hill, 1984; Covington, 1992), recognition and reward
(e.g., Lepper & Cordova, 1992), cooperation and competition (e.g., Ames, 1984), time stress
(Hill & Eaton, 1977, Plass & Hill, 1979), and the “interest value” of the task (e.g.,
Csikszentmihalyi & Nakamura, 1989; Sansome et al., 1992; Harp & Mayer, 1997; Rathunde &
Csikszentmihalyi, 1993). And, of course, it has more recently spawned attempts to change
student goal orientations by changing school policies and practices (e.g., Ames & Ames, 1993;
Maehr, Midgley et al., 1996).

CONFRONTING “CULTURE” WITH “CULTURE”

Now, we come to the ultimate issue in this paper: What does this work have to do with cultural
diversity and student achievement?

Goal Theory in Cultural Perspective

As with any perspective in psychology, there are obvious reasons for conducting cross-cultural
research on the essential constructs---their measurement, sociocultural origins, and varying
relationships to behavior patterns of significance. Constructs and conceptual schemes that
emerge largely out of a specific cultural context need to be examined more broadly to determine

2Multiple’ten’ns have been used in reference to these two goals. For Task one often finds Mastery and Learning.
For Ego one often finds Performance and Ability. In spite of such variation in labeling there is considerable
convergence vis-a-vis the nature and function of the purposes referenced.



their generalizability. Are task and ego goals, for example, constructions that exist in
substantially the same form in widely different cultures? When task and ego goals are held or
adopted, do they have basically the same effects regardless of culture? Is the emergence or
presence of task and ego goals prompted by essentially the same antecedent conditions?

While goal theory in some small part grew out of a consideration of the vagaries of
motivation associated with culture (e.g., Maehr & Nicholls, 1980), it has hardly exceeded other
theories of motivation---and motivational research generally---in promoting cross cultural
research (cf. Graham, 1984; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996).® Nevertheless goal theory has, I believe,
made a significant contribution to an enduring practical issue associated with culture, motivation
and achievement: How does one neutralize the negative and debilitating effects of being
different?

The work of Claude Steele and his colleagues has indicated that the achievement of
members of an “under-represented minority” (such as African Americans and women in his
research) is often undermined by a “stereotype threat” that is triggered under certain
circumstances (e.g., Steele & Aronson, 1995; Osborne, 1995). Aside from dealing with the
salient and oft-confronted prejudices extant within society, there are other instances in which
one’s sociocultural identity is, so to speak, under attack. A number of commentators have called
attention to the subtle and some not so subtle ways in which this happens in schools (e.g., Kozol,
1991). But it is almost inevitable in many instances that children will see a larger culture gap
between their school and extra-school experiences. Conceivably, these serve to prompt a range
of problems as well as their own special kinds of identity ambivalence---and occasionally crisis
(see for example, Arunkumar, 1998).

Standard programmatic answers to these “problems,” it is probably fair to say, often
involve emphasizing the value of “different-ness.” But in so doing may only succeed in making
not only different-ness, but disadvantage-ness, an issue for the child---especially so, in schools
and classrooms where social comparisons, competition and focus on being the smartest and the
best is the order of the day.

A major, perhaps ultimately the major, contribution of goal theory to date is to suggest an
alternative strategy in dealing with individual differences, the perceptions associated therewith
and their profound and enduring effects on motivation and achievement.

*That having been said, it may be noted that significant work has been conducted in this regard---and this promises
to be a fruitful area for research in the future. Aside from research with varied sociocultural groups in the U.S. (e.g.,
Macehr & Fyans, 1989; Mclnerney, 1995; and in European societies (see for example, Rogers, 1998; Skaalvik,
1997), there is an increasing interest in cross-cultural research (see for example, Salili, 1995; Maehr, Shi, Kaplan,
Xiaotong, & Liu, 1997). Broadly speaking, this research suggests that the general goal theory framework has
substantial applicability across widely divergent groups.



Student Diversity and the Cultures of School

While goal theory has been little concerned with cultural comparisons per se, it has been heavily
and deeply concerned with student diversity and with how schools exacerbate or
neutralize/minimize the negative effects on students that this can have.

Yes, one often finds that children from different backgrounds come to school with a
range of abilities, orientations, beliefs, values and identities. The school cannot significantly
affect many of the extra-school influences that impinge on the thinking, believing and learning of
the child. It will not make all children equally competent. What the school can do, however, is
create an environment that influences how children feel about school, about themselves as
learners and members of the school community. At least that is the hypothesis that emerges out
of recent research on effects of task and ego goals. The hypothesis consists of two parts. First,
task and ego goals are differentially associated with self~awareness. Ego goals essentially serve
to focus the person on who she is, what she can do and be. Such self awareness, as ego goals
prompt, carries risk in that it may evoke feelings of incompetence, worries about self-
presentation, and “stereotype threats.” In contrast, task goals put the focus on something other
than self: A task. Presumably, when the task, not the self, is focal, certain major inhibitions are
removed.

This essential point regarding task and ego goals vis-a-vis self-awareness is at most only
a small step beyond standard goal theory work to this point. It certainly was implicit in the
earliest theorizing associated with goal theory (e.g., Nicholls, 1979; 1984). The very use of the
term “ego goal” is tangible evidence in this regard. However, the implications of this have not,
to this point, been fully pursued, especially in regard to issues of social and cultural diversity and
schooling.

The second part of the hypothesis is also standard fare: Task and Ego Goals are situated
in a context. More than that, the context can and will play a significant role in whether task or
ego goals will prevail. The implications here are profound---and not really as yet fully explored.
There is strong evidence that schools and classrooms are differentially oriented around these two -
goals. Students perceive this and act accordingly: More adaptively when tasks goals are
stressed, less adaptively when ego goals are stressed (for reviews see Anderman & Maehr, 1994;
Urdan & Maehr, 1995; Urdan, 1997). The evidence is in accord with the hypothesis that
something about schools influences, creates - causes - students to adopt task or ego goals.
Additionally, as Ego goals dominate the life of school, students will likely find it difficult to
resist focusing on who they are and what they can and cannot do---in comparison to their peers.
Their background differences will be salient, their identities in focus, their competencies
stressed. Stressing task goals in a school, however, is likely to change the focus away from self
to task---and that is in almost all instances a change for the better so far as the creation of an
inclusive learning community is concerned.

But the ultimate point, of course, is that the Task-Ego character (or “culture”) of school is
not necessarily a matter of chance nor inevitably inherent in the nature of school. While the
subtleties regarding how school environments contribute to the adoption or construction of
student orientations in a given case are deserving of further consideration, certain policies and
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practices largely under the jurisdiction and potential control of leadership and staff are likely
determinative. Considering more specifically and concretely the policies and practices that are
critical in this regard (see Table 2) may make this point more credible. There is also the
experience of a few (e.g., Ames & Ames, 1993; Maehr, Midgley et al., 1996) who have found
some small success in school interventions of this nature.

Table 2 about here

Most of the foregoing work on school environments and student goals has not considered,
directly and at length, the issues of cultural diversity that are the special topic of this paper. The
implications for this topic however, may be self-evident. Moreover, recent and ongoing research
is beginning to spell out the nature and implications of this perspective for coping with the
challenge of diversity. Permit me to cite two examples from current and ongoing research at the
University of Michigan. In a soon to be completed study, Arunkumar (1998) finds that the
dissonance that students experience between their world at home and their experiences at school
is reduced if and as task goals are experienced in the school setting. In a recently completed
paper, Arunkumar & Maehr (1998) have shown the overall positive effects for task goals in
enhancing the sense of competence and self-esteem in an ethnically and socially heterogeneous
sample of middle school students. In the case of both African American and Euro American
students, school task goal stresses were positively (and ego goal stresses negatively) associated
with sense of school belonging, competence, self-esteem---and ultimately, achievement. Path
analyses confirmed that school stresses were prior to, a likely cause of, how students felt about
the school, themselves---and how they met academic objectives.

The “bottom line” to this ongoing series of studies is that school environments, possibly
psychological environments more generally,’ that stress task goals minimize the negative effects
that may be associated with social diversity. Ability goal stresses tend to enhance negative
effects. Again, the abiding principle is that as one puts the focus on self, including one’s ethnic
and cultural identity, bad things may happen. Putting the focus on the task, tends to reduce the
role that perceptions of self---over which the teacher has very little control at any given moment
---may play in the learning process. Basically, the operative piece of advice that emerges in this
regard is, simply put: focus on the culture of the school and not the culture of the child.
Empbhasis on the extra-school sociocultural background carries risks and, at best, unpredictable
benefits.

CONCLUSION

Attending to issues of culture, motivation and achievement is clearly an important challenge in
the world in which we live. It looms as critical for education and all social service agencies---
here and abroad. Research on goals has hardly paid much attention to the cross-cultural

* This possibility has been explored in sports environments (e.g., Meyer, Paris & Maehr, 1998) and also in a
preliminary way in work environments (e.g., Maehr & Braskamp, 1986).
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generalizability of measures and constructs (but see McInerney, 1995; McInerney, Roche,
MclInerney, & Marsh, 1997). Maybe it should. But maybe it should follow an alternate route
and concentrate on creating optimum school cultures for children of diverse sociocultural
background. Clearly there is a need for that---and it is not being met. Of course, intervening to
change focus on self to focus on task has largely originated in a cultural context too---and needs
and deserves cross-cultural testing. But that is and remains a future task, maybe a task for a
future generation.



TABLE 1. Contrasting Perspectives of Task and Ego Goals*

Success defined as . . .

Value placed on . . .

Focus. ..

Work/performance context. . .

Reasons for effort. . .

Evaluation criteria . ..

Errors viewed as . . .

Competence viewed as . . .

TASK

Improvement, progress,
mastery, innovation, creativity

Effort, attempting difficult
tasks, “venturesomeness”

Progress, mastery
Growth of individual potential;
learning

Intrinsic and personal meaning
of activity

Absolute criteria; evidence of
progress

Part of a growth process;
informational

Developing through effort

*This table builds on earlier analyses by Ames and Archer, 1988.

EGO

High performance
compared to others,
relative performance on
standardized measures
Avoiding failure

Being the best; success

relative to effort

Establishing performance
hierarchies

Demonstrating one’s worth
(to others in particular)

Norms; social comparisons
Failure, evidence of lack of
ability or worth

Inherited and fixed



¢l

: uone[ngax
-J19s 10j sa139ens aanugoorerow
ured| o) saniunuoddo 131504

sSumas
TB[NOLLIND-BRXA PUR ‘TR[NOLLIND
-02 ut uontedionred 193504

s3uines reuononnsul

11

s[Iys diysiopes] pue

Jouapuadapur ‘Ayqiqisuodsar SUOIS199p JuT[00YdS/SUTUIRI]

ut 9o10yd Tewnndo A1) dojaaap 01 santunuroddo apiaoig ut uonedionted juopmig LHuoyiny
(SonIAIOR IR[NOLLIND-00
‘9ousuadxa praty ‘sdiysuroiur)
s3unas [00YOS-UoU JO AJOLIBA
© u1 3utured] [ooyos JO asn
ew yorym swergord 10150,
wdwodeuew/uone[ngal
-J19s pue 3umas eod Sutures] jo uny oy3 ssang
ssans yorym surergord 19150, o
Suureqq
JUSWIDATYOR ut sasodind pue sjeod ssang
I0 ‘sape1d ‘aouepuane 10} (110
Jo Arerououw) JuswAed proay sjuapnis e
93uapeyd 1ey swesjoxd udisaqg
JousLadxa pue spunoigyoeq
.Sluapnis Jo AgriurApe - SAANUDUI
oyl 1eys sweadord 9FeInoouy  OISULIXQ UO DURI[AI Y} 30NPAY Suiurea| jo anfe osuLnu| yse],
L sa13ae)§ JR) _ sndoy _ BV LADAVL |
sonde], jo judwdolaad(@ ur pakojdwiyy 3G 03 HIomduwiedy [BIIUIN)
TUOHBIURLIQ) AUIIISBIN IPIAA-]100ydS € Jo Judwrdo]aAd( 9y) paemo],
¢ dlqe]
SO
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Al

uonoeIdUl 132d
Jo 23uer asearour 0 drysiaquiow
dnoi srdnnw a3emoouy

mdo
UBd UONORINUI JUBIJTUTIS YOTym
urgim (*032 ‘S[ooyds uryim
sjooyos ‘swed) sdnoidqns

30 1udwdo[oA9p Y 19150,

Ind20 03 uonoeIAuI 132d
o} Anunuoddo pue swm mofry

Sunfew-uors1oop
pue Zurajos wapqoid ‘Sururesy
dnoi3 10j santuniioddo apiaoig

S)uapnIs jo
SONIANIOR PIIR[2I-[00YDS Jo a8uel
opim e azwiqnd pue 9z1uZ0o9y

paziudooar aq ued
SIUSWIDADIYIE JI3Y) pue SIUIpnis
T1e yorym ut £orjod 191504

Spreme _1saq [euosiad,, 191504

sanfeA auewny ageInoouyg

juswdopaaap
IS [e190S dURYUT

SIUOpNIS YSLI
-1e Jo Aprepnonred ‘uonorisiut
[e1o0s jJo a3uer uopeolg

syuapnis Tl
Jo uonercaidde pue soueidsooe
JO JUSWUOIIAUD UR plIng

sieod

Jo ABIIE proIq € 10} 9z1uS009y

seod aeudoidde
Arenpiarpuy/A[eonerouAsoIpi
10} 9Z1uZ099y

uwiuTene
Teo3 u1 $SII30Id 9z1uF 009y
s[eo3

J1quedwos Surutene ur ssaxoid
10] paziug0931 9q 0) SIUIPNIS
Tre 103 santunyioddo apraoig

¥
=
sanyeA pue
STITYS [R100S ‘UONIDRIAUI [BID0S guidnoun
uoneAnOW pue
90ud12dwod Jo ISUIS  SIuUIpMIS
$193}7€ uontudoda1 MOy uonIugoddYy
_LJ
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



REFERENCES

Ames, C. (1984). Competitive, cooperative, and individualistic goal structures: A motivational
analysis. InR. E. Ames & C. Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation in education: Vol. 1
(pp. 177-207). New York: Academic Press.

Ames, R., & Ames, C. (1993). Creating a mastery-oriented school-wide culture: A team
leadership perspective. In M. Sashkin & H. J. Walberg (Eds.), Educational leadership and
school culture (pp. 124-145). Berkeley, CA: McCutchan.

Anderman, E. & Macehr, M. L. (1994). Motivation and schooling in the middle grades. Review

of Educational Research, 64, 287-309.

Arunkumar, R. (1998) Two different world: Causes and consequences of experiencing a
cultural dissonance between home and school. Ph.D. dissertation (in process), The
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Arunkumar, R., & Maehr, M. L. (1998). School “psychological climate” and student self
esteem. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Button, S. B., Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1996). Goal orientation in organizational
research: A conceptual and empirical foundation. Organizational behavior and human
decision processes, 67, 26-48.

Comer, J. P. (1980). School power: Implications of an intervention project. New York: Free
Press.

Comer, J. P. (1997). Waiting for a miracle: Why schools can’t solve our problems - and how
we can. New York: Dutton.

Covington, M. V. (1992). Making the grade: A self-worth perspective on motivation and school
reform. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. .

Csikszentmihalyi, M., & Nakamura, J. (1989). The dynamics of intrinsic motivation: A study
of adolescents. In C. Ames & R. Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation and education:
Vol. 3 (pp. 45-71). New York: Academic Press.

De Groot, E. A. M. V. (1997). The relations between perceptions of the school psychological
environment and adaptive functioning among early adolescents: A longitudinal study.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Denison, D. R. (1985). Corporate culture and organizational effectiveness: A behavioral
approach to financial performance. New York: Wiley.

Duda, J. (1980). Achievement motivation among Navajo students: A conceptual analysis with
preliminary data. Ethos, 8, 316-337.

Duda, J. (1981). A cross-cultural analysis of achievement motivation in sport and the
classroom. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign.

Graham, S. (1984). Motivation in African Americans. Review of Educational Research, 64, 55-
117.

Harp, S. F., & Mayer, R. E. (1997). The role of interest in learning from scientific text and
illustrations: On the distinctions between emotional interest and cognitive interest.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 92-102.

Hill, K. T. (1984). Debilitating motivation and testing: A major educational problem - possible
solutions and policy application. In R. E. Ames & C. Ames (Eds.), Research in
motivation in education: Student Motivation: Vol. 1. New York: Academic Press.

11

bt
it



Hill, K. T., & Eaton, W. O. (1977). The interaction of test anxiety and success-failure
experiences in determining children’s arithmetic performance. Developmental
Psychology, 13, 205-211.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Culture and organizations. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Kozol, J. (1991). Amazing grace: The lives of children and the conscience of a nation. New
York: Crown Publishers.

Lepper, M. R., & Cordova, D. I. (1992). A desire to be taught: Instructional consequences of
intrinsic motivation. Motivation and Emotion, 16, 187-208.

Maehr, M. L. (1974). Culture and achievement motivation. American Psychologist, 29, 887-
896.

Maehr, M. L., & Braskamp, L. (1986). The Motivation Factor: A Theory of Personal
Investment. Lexington, MA: D. C. Heath.

Maehr, M. L., & Fyans, L. J., Jr. (1989). School culture, motivation, and achievement. In M. L.
Maehr & C. Ames (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement: Vol. 6, Motivation
enhancing environments. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Maehr, M. L., & Maehr, J. (1996). Schools aren't what they used to be: They never were.
Educatlonal Researcher, 25, 21-24.

Maehr, M. L., & Meyer, H. (1997). Motivation and schooling: Where we've been, where we
are, where we need to go. Educational Psychology Review, 9, 371-409

Maehr, M. L., & Midgley, C., & collaborators. (1996). Transforming School Cultures.
Boulder: Westview & Harper/Collins.

Maehr, M. L., & Nicholls, J. (1980). Culture and achievement motivation: A second look. In
N. Warren (Ed.), Studies in Cross-Cultural Psychology, Vol. 3. New York: Academic
Press.

Maehr, M. L., & Pintrich, P. R. (1991). Advances in motivation and achievement: Vol. 7, Goals
and self-regulation. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Maehr, M. L., Shi, K., Kaplan, A:, Xiaotong, M., & Liu, D. (1997). Goal orientation theory in
cross-cultural perspective. Paper presented at the meeting of the European Association
for Research on Learning and Instruction, Athens, Greece.

McClelland, D. C. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand.

Mclnemey, D. M. (1995). Goal theory and indigenous minority school motivation: Relevance
and application. In M. L. Maehr & P. R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and
achievement: Vol. 9, Culture, motivation and achievement (pp. 153-181). Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

MclInerney, D. M., Roche, L. A, McInemey, V., & Marsh, H. W. (1997). Cultural perspectives
on school motivation: The relevance and application of goal theory. American
Educational Research Journal. 34, 207-236.

Meyer, H. A., Paris, S. G., & Maehr, M. L. (1998). Gender differences in motivational
orientations among collegiate student-athletes. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Nicholls, J. G. (1979). Quality and equality in intellectual development. American
Psychologist, 34, 1071-1084.

Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: Conceptions of ability, subjective experience,
task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91, 328-346.

Olwig, K. F., & Hastrup, K. (Eds.) (1997). Siting culture: The shifting anthropological object.
London/New York: Routledge.

12 16



Osborne, J. W. (1995). Academics, self-esteem, and race: A look at the underlying assumptions
of the disidentification hypothesis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 449-
455,
Pintrich, P.R., & Schunk, D. (1996). Motivation in Education: Theory, Research and
Applications. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Merrill Prentice-Hall.
Plass, J. A., & Hill, K. T. (1979, March). Optimizing children’s achievement test performance:
The role of time pressure, evaluation anxiety, and sex. Paper presented at the Biannual
meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, San Francisco, CA.
Rathunde, K., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1993). Undivided interest and the growth of talent: A
longitudinal study of adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 22, 1-21.
Rogers, C. (1998). Motivational indicators in the United Kingdom and the People’s Republic of
China. Unpublished manuscript, Lancaster University, United Kingdom.
Salili, F. (1995). Explaining Chinese students’ motivation and achievement: A sociocultural
analysis. In M. L. Maehr & P. R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and
achievement: Vol. 9, Culture, motivation and achievement (pp. 73-118). Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.
Sansome, C., Weir, C., Harpster, L., & Morgan, C. (1992). Once a boring task always a boring
task? Interest as a self-regulating mechanism. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 63, 379-390.
Skaalvik, E. (1997). Issues in research on self-concept. In M. L. Maehr & P. R. Pintrich (Eds.),
Advances in motivation and achievement: Vol. 10. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of
African Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 797-811.
Stevenson, H. W., & Stigler, J. W. (1992). The learning gap: Why our schools are failing and
what we can learn from Japanese and Chinese education. New York: Summit
Books/Simon & Schuster.

Thurow, L. (1992). Head to head: The coming economic battle among Japan, Europe, and
America. New York: Morrow.

Urdan, T. C., & Maehr, M. L. (1995). Beyond a two-goal theory of motivation and achievement:
A case for social goals. Review of Educational Research, 65, 213-243.

Urdan, T. (1997). Achievement goal theory: past results, future directions. In M. L. Maehr &
P. R. Pintrich (Eds.), Advances in motivation and achievement: Vol. 10. Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

Weber, M. (1904; 1905). Die protestantische Ethik und der Geist des Kapitalismus. Archiv fur
Sozial Wissenschatt und Sozial Politik, 20, 1-54; 21, 1-110 (translated by T. Parsons and
published as “The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism.” New York: Scribner,
1930).

13



®

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) Ealc
National Library of Education (NLE) o A
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) '

REPRODUCTION RELEASE
(Specific Document)  — (Dp32525

Il. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Tite. Confronting Culture with Culture: Creating Optimum ‘Learning Environments for
Students of Diverse Sociocultural Backgrounds

Author(s): Martin L. Maehr

Corporate Source: , - - : Pubiication Date:

Il. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced in the
monthly abstract joumnal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy,
and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC .Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if
reproduction release is granted. one of the foliowing notices is affixed to the document. .

If permission is granted to repréduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign at the bottorn
of the page. . A

The sampie sticker shown below will be The sampie sticker shown below will be _ " The sampie sticker shown below will be

afftxed to all Level 1 scocuments . affxeq to el Level 2A documents afftxed to all Level 2B documents -
) ) PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS * MICRCFICHE. AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
BEEN GRANTED BY FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY )
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES ~ TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES ’ TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
4 2A ' 2B
Level Level 2A . Level 2B
r o !
/ .
Check here for Level 1 relesss. permitting reproducton Check here for Level 2A relesse. penmiting reproduction . cn.amuuuzsw.m
ond dissermwnation in microfiche or other ERIC archival and disseminstion in microfiche and in electronic medis ' reproduction and disseminastion in microfiche only -
media (6.0.. slecronic) and paper copy . for ERIC archwval colection subscribers only .

wuumuwwmmm.
umnmuw.ummuw.maﬂumamn

I heraby grant to the Educational Resources Information Centsr (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this document] ,
as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employses and its system}|
contractors requires permission from the copynight hoider. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libranies and other service sgencies
to satisfy information needs of educators in responss to discrete inquiries. :

)/ .
Slgn Sgnmrs: : Printsd Name/Position/Title: Professor of EducatIpn
here,»> 2 : Martin L. Maehr, and Psychology

plea.;e OroanamoniAddrasy jyersity of Michigan, School of Tewprona; 3, -647-0627 |FAX734-763-1228
) i i i MI . -
Q Eduqatlon, 610 E. Unlver31ty, Ann ﬁ;?gg:lzsg EHMt@mnich.edu Oms: o 5798




(4

ll. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC. or. if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly
available. and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors shouid also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more

stringent for documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.) ’

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Prce:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and
address: ' '

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM: -

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse: : .
' ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education

Box 40, Teachers College
Columbia University
New York, NY 10027

Ho&ever, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited oohtrib'uﬂon to ERIC, retum this form (and the document being
contributed) to: ' : o

“38 (Rev. 9/97)



